BOARD OF REVIEW DECISION 


Title of Publication: 

White Trash 

Other Known Title: 

White Trash - You Know You Are 

Format: 

DVD 

Director/Author: 

Tony Alizzi 

Producer/Publisher: 

Tony Alizzi 

Country of Origin: 

USA 

Language: 

English 

Applicant: 

Robert John Schofield 

Classification: 

Objectionable. 

Descriptive Note: 

Not Applicable 

Display Conditions: 

Not Applicable 

Date of entry in Register: 

06 July 2006 

Date of direction to issue a label: Not Applicable 

OFLCNo: 

601582 

Unexcised version of publication: 


Component 

Running time 

Menu: 

Play Movie 

Chapters 

Photos 

Trailers 

Website 


Feature: 

White Trash 

75.38 

Other timed components: 

Blow Me 

Manhatten Sex Party 

LA Sex Party 

Don’t Ask Don’t Tell 

1.35 

2.00 

2.14 

2.14 

Other components: 

Copyright Warning/Records Notice 


Total running time: 


83.41 

Excisions: 

Not Applicable. 
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Reasons for excisions: 


Not Applicable 

Summary of reasons 
for classification: 


The DVD White Trash depicts the lives of poorwhite people from the Southern States of America. 
It is an insubstantial story, not intended to be taken seriously, but rather a vehicle for the depiction 
of explicit sexual acts between adult men. 

Activities depicted include masturbation, fellatio, and anal intercourse. A number of the 
interactions are of a submissive-dominant nature with considerable amounts of spitting and 
slapping. 

The film culminates with two men (Luther and his son Amos) confronting their neighbour Leroy 
whom they accuse of stealing their pig, and of having slept with Luther’s daughter. They force him 
to engage in sexual activity with them, despite initial protestations that he is “not that way”. After 
considerable time Leroy eventually agrees that he enjoys having sex with them. 

Section 3(2) of the Films, Videos, and Publications Classification Act 1993 (the Act) 

Section 3(2) of the Act is a deeming provision. The Classification Office helpfully provides a 
definition of a deeming provision which is “the purpose of a deeming provision is to create a legal 
fiction: it has a defining function. It is used only if something is to be what it is not.” Law 
Commission, Legislation Manual: Structure and Style (Report 35, 1996) para. 167. 

Section 3(2) has a list of activities in paragraphs (a) to (f) which are deemed objectionable, if the 
publication promotes or supports, or tends to promote or support the activity. 

Section 3 (2)(b) 

Under section 3(2)(b) of the Act, a publication is deemed to be objectionable if it “promotes or 
supports or tends to promote or support - the use of violence or coercion to compel any person to 
participate in or submit to sexual conduct”. 

In White Trash there is consistent aggressiveness between the participants during sex. Depictions of 
lower level violence permeate the publication with slapping, spitting, holding of heads, pushing, 
crude commands and instructions such as “I didn’t tell you to take your fucking mouth off, did I?” 
and “don’t make me beat the shit out of you.” This is balanced, to some degree, by more tender 
language such as “come on, baby.” 

The Board considers the only incident which clearly comes within section 3(2)(b), is the scene 
where retribution is meted out on Leroy by Amos and Luther. The above scene lacks some 
realism, but the Board finds the message is still injurious to the public good, despite the farcical 
tone. When Leroy acknowledges, in response to insistent questioning, that he is enjoying the 
sexual activity, this is in stark contrast to the clear initial view that Leroy does not wish to engage in 
gay sex. Leroy says “I like your sister. I ain’t ready for nothing.” After prolonged sexual activity 
Leroy then appears to change his mind saying, “give mewhat you’ve got.” 
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Counsel for the Applicant invites the Board to interpret the depictions of violence and coercion as 
being artistic performances, which involve consensual acts between consenting adults. The 
Applicant submits that the depictions of violence are “not real” and “the situation would be starkly 
different if the depictions were not ‘acted.’” 

In many publications the Board is faced with the reality that the events portrayed are acted, and 
presumably the actors participate voluntarily. The Board has to consider what the Courts have said 
in various appeals of the Board’s decisions to both the High Court and Court of Appeal on the 
factors which need to be taken into account by the Board in its decision-making. 

The Board therefore finds that the Applicant’s argument would in effect reduce censorship to a 
nullity; by saying all of the actions were simply “acted” and “not real” and therefore were not 
injurious to the public good. The Board does not accept that submission. 

The Board finds that the most likely reading of the scene between the three men is that Leroy 
initially objects to the sexual contact, and is forced to participate. In spite of the prolonged 
apparent abuse, Leroy then changes his mind, and starts to enjoy the sexual activity. 

On a literal interpretation of the scene, the Board accepts the Classification Office submission that 
“ this scene, therefore presents as a rape fantasy, that legitimises the rapist’s view of rape: that 
force overcomes reticence and results in the victim’s acceptance and enjoyment of the rape and 
possibly even desire for the rapist. The publication therefore promotes and supports the use of 
violence to compel a person to participate in, and submit to, sexual conduct.” 

The Board finds that WhiteTrash , in the scene involving Leroy, Amos and Luther, does promote or 
support, or tends to promote or support, the use of violence to compel a person to participate in, 
or submit to, sexual conduct and that the publication is therefore “objectionable”. 

The Bill of Rights 

The Board has considered the Bill of Rights Act and the five step approach set out in Moonen 1. 


Excisions 

Section 32 of the Act prohibits the Board from recommending excisions in an application under 
section 29(1) of the Act. It is therefore not possible for the Board to consider excision of the 
scene described above. 
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